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Electronic databases for readers' advisory services are increasingly prevalent in both public and academic libraries. Librarians rely on these databases to suggest new fiction titles to patrons, many of whom are interested in various types of foreign fiction translated into English. Using a case study approach, this paper examines the NoveList database from the perspective of intellectual access to novels originally written in Russian and subsequently translated into English. The number of subject headings assigned to these novels-as well as the number of accompanying book reviews in the NoveList record for each novel-is compared with the number of subject headings and accompanying book reviews present in the NoveList record for novels originally written in English. Translated Russian novels have substantially fewer subject headings and accompanying book reviews than do novels originally written in English. In addition, existing subject headings are often misleading, erroneous, or inefficient. Such shortcomings may be interpreted ideologically, since they have the effect of isolating and excluding translated foreign literature from the general realm of fiction works originally written in English. Impaired intellectual access to translated fiction in NoveList prevents a complete integration of translated fiction with English-language fiction-a circumstance that may lead librarians and patrons to overlook valuable titles. Careful reading of book reviews to extract contextually relevant keywords from which accurate subject headings can then be created is recommended as a simple way to improve the quantity and quality of subject headings and, more broadly, to strengthen intellectual access to translated fiction.
and changes in their life circumstances, to say nothing of a greater awareness of broad historical, cultural, and social events and forces. At the university and college level, the concept of the "browsing room," where students have access to contemporary and older fiction, either in their dormitory structures or in various designated campus reading locations, is making a comeback. As Virginia Vesper (1997) suggested in an overview of the history and benefits of readers' advisory services in academic libraries, the browsing room is connected with the idea that recreational reading has a significant role to play in students' educational and intellectual development, allowing them to make psychological and philosophical discoveries every bit as important as the ones they make in formal classroom settings.
Many fiction titles are borrowed by individuals who know exactly the type of reading material they want. Many others, however, are unsure of what to read next and turn for assistance and suggestions to librarians, who, in turn, rely on print and electronic tools of the kind mentioned above. Tastes in fiction are by no means monolithic, and so librarians are faced, on a daily basis, with individuals who are interested in a wide variety of themes, topics, authors, and genres. Complicating things even more is the fact that, as recent census data from the United States and Canada reveal, the number of foreign-born individuals as a percentage of the total population in these two countries is increasing significantly. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, 11.1% of the population was foreign-born (31,107,889 people) (United States Census Bureau 2002); this is an increase from 1990, when 7.9% of the population (19,767,316 people) was foreign-born (United States Census Bureau 1992) . According to the 2001 Canadian Census, 18.4% of the population of Canada was born in foreign countries (Anderssen 2003) . In large metropolitan areas, the percentage of foreign-born individuals as a percentage of total population is even higher: Toronto (43.7%); Miami (40.2%); Los Angeles (30.9%); and New York City (24.4%) (Galloway 2003) . In the Borough of Brooklyn, New York City, the foreign-born population is 37.8% of the total population (United States Census Bureau 2002). Many of these people come from countries such as China, India, Russia, Pakistan, and Mexico, and their primary language of communication is not necessarily English. Moreover, as communities become more diverse, there may be a concomitant rise in interest, on the part of Englishspeaking individuals born in North America, in the societies and cultures of more recently arrived individuals. In effect, increasing awareness of the multicultural fabric may stimulate openness to learning more about these cultures. North American universities and colleges offer more and more courses dealing with world and multicultural literature from a variety of intriguing perspectives, and more and more students are from foreign countries or can claim a multicultural heritage. University and college students are therefore important consumers of world and multicultural literature. As Alma Dawson and Connie Van Fleet (2001) make clear, such growing interest-a result of global interdependencehas caught the eye of publishers, who are now producing an increasing number of multicultural titles for a larger and larger audience, and making a profit doing so.
Both public and academic libraries are operating in a multicultural environment, and one way that growing multiculturalism likely will manifest itself in the library realm is through an increase in the number of multicultural fiction titles requested by library patrons. Multicultural fiction may take two forms: fiction originally written in a non-English language and then translated into English, or fiction written in English by individuals who are recent immigrants to the United States or Canada. Within this multicultural environment, it would be strange indeed if readers' advisory services were not affected. In the early 1990s, Susan Jane Freiband (1993) and Ismail Abdullahi (1993) recommended that particular attention be paid to readers' advisory services for multicultural communities. In the early 2000s, Dawson and Van Fleet reiterated this recommendation, pointing out that, although there are increasing numbers of "specialized readers' advisory tools that focus on multicultural literatures individually and collectively" (Dawson and Van Fleet 2001, 259) , the "extent to which librarians appreciate and commit to diversity" is often cyclical (Dawson and Van Fleet 2001, 262) . The phenomenon of cyclical attention to an issue is not necessarily conducive to maintaining, among librarians, an intellectual environment in which sustained familiarity with multicultural and translated fiction titles exists. In light of this cyclical attention, the permanent memory of electronic readers' advisory databases assumes a real importance.
Purpose of the Study
As mentioned previously, many public and academic libraries use electronic databases such as NoveList and What Do I Read Next? when providing readers' advisory services. Given the demographic and cultural trends identified above, we wanted to analyze and evaluate the extent to which these databases provide intellectual access to one type of multicultural fiction title-namely, works not originally written in English and subsequently translated into English. Are these databases giving good value when it comes to multicultural and translated fiction?
We chose NoveList to serve as the database for our case study. According to its Web page, NoveList has over 100,000 titles in its database. With "75,000 full text reviews, over 36,000 subject headings and a complete spectrum of searching options, [it] gives you both the flexibility and power you need to address even your most discriminating readers' questions" (EBSCO Information Services 2002a). About 10,000 records are added annually, and updates are performed monthly. We chose novels originally written in Russian and subsequently translated into English to serve as a proxy indicator of multicultural fiction. The breakup of the Soviet Union and the formation of the Russian Federation raised the visibility of Russian fiction in North America insofar as it has moved away from what Valeria Stelmakh called "ideologically engaged fictional works that employed the socio-political symbols of the "friend-orenemy" type" (Stelmakh 1995, 12) to various types of traditional mass cultural genres such as science fiction, thrillers, mysteries, historical fiction, and romances (Lovell 2000, 134-41) The development of populous Russian-speaking communities in such metropolitan areas as New York, Los Angeles, and Toronto contributed to the sense that first-, second-, and third-generation Russians are a significant part of the multicultural fabric of North America. In Brooklyn, the third-largest reported ancestral affiliation was Russian in the 2000 census (United States Census Bureau 2002) . In Canada, the 2001 census reported 337,960 people of Russian ethnic origin (Statistics Canada 2002) . Numerous universities have a wealth of courses where both classic and contemporary Russian fiction are read in English translation. As Aaron Trehub noted, there has been "a resurgence of Russian studies at American universities," especially in the field of Russian language and literature, as measured by the number of dissertations submitted (Trehub 2000, 96-97) . David Chroust (2001) observed that, as of March 2000, there were nearly 1.6 million Slavic records in the OCLC database, an ongoing testimony to the vitality of Slavic publishers. While the choice of translated fiction originally written in one language, in this case Russian, will not provide results that can be generalized to other groups of multicultural fiction contained in NoveList, the results nevertheless can illuminate important issues about tendencies within this database.
Access was defined as intellectual access to significant elements of a book (i.e., genre, plot, theme) as represented, first, by subject headings and, second, by the book reviews that accompany many NoveList records. NoveList draws most of its subject headings from the Hennepin County Library system. Its book reviews come mainly from only four journals (Booklist, Library Journal, Publishers Weekly, and School Library Journal) (EBSCO Information Services 2002d) and one reference tool (Magill Book Reviews). Subject headings have typically been considered the most important method of intellectual access. According to information on the NoveList Web page, "the major elements of a book . . . are described . . . by the use of subject headings, [which] are used to identify the significant and unique parts of a book. NoveList . . . uses a controlled vocabulary as the basis for its subject headings so that the same word is used to describe the same concept or element. These two factors combine to make subject headings a very powerful method for searching and learning about new books. With over 36,000 subject headings used by NoveList, this section of the title record can be quite robust (note the varied and rich descriptions of the subject headings from Storm Track and Outlander)" (EBSCO Information Services 2002d). Moreover, NoveList states that many of its search strategies "use subject headings as their basis" (EBSCO Information Services 2002d). Although NoveList also offers full-text searching of accompanying book reviews and descriptions, only precise, valid, and consistent subject headings connect an item to similar books, thus placing a particular title in a contextual relationship with other fictional works. Instructional information provided by NoveList warns that, "because reviews do not use controlled vocabulary," this fact "can complicate searching [because] you may need to use several phrases, combinations of words or synonyms for the words you seek" (EBSCO Information Services 2002c). Subject headings are a cornerstone of intellectual access to the contents of a book, and we therefore focus on them in this study. However, despite the fact that the book reviews accompanying fiction titles in NoveList do not use controlled vocabulary, they are searchable and thus do provide access to the contents of a book, so we do not totally neglect book reviews in this study.
Research Questions
The following research questions were developed. Taken as a whole, these research questions (RQ) attempt to determine the level of intellectual access to one set of translated fiction titles in the readers' advisory database NoveList. They also provide one criterion of evaluation for academic and public libraries considering a subscription to NoveList. Our definition of fiction titles only included novels; shortstory collections were not considered.
RQ-1: How many total subject headings does NoveList assign to novels originally published in Russian and subsequently translated into English? RQ-2: How many topical subject headings does NoveList assign to novels originally published in Russian and subsequently translated into English? RQ-3: Is there a difference between the total number of subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels and the total number of subject headings assigned to novels originally published in English?
RQ-4: Is there a difference between the total number of topical subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels and the total number of topical subject headings assigned to novels originally published in English? RQ-5: Is there a difference between the number of book reviews accompanying translated Russian novels and the number of book reviews accompanying novels originally published in English?
In addition to these five quantitatively based research questions, we wanted to determine whether there were any common problems in the subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels in NoveList. Do the subject headings identify significant and unique parts of a particular book, thus facilitating linkages across similar and related books? Finally, if the quantity and quality of subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels in NoveList leave something to be desired, are there ways to improve the quantity and quality of these subject headings?
Method
To identify as completely as possible the set of relevant records of Russian language novels translated into English, we employed NoveList's Guided Boolean search function. The reading level was set as "Adult." Search parameters were set as follows: "Russia* AND Translations into English" in the "Subjects" field. A total of 221 records were retrieved in this search. Of these 221 titles, 18 were not originally written in Russian, 82 were short-story collections, and 2 were duplicates. The final set of relevant records thus contains 119 Russian novels translated into English. The search for this set of records was carried out in December 2002.
As our comparison set of novels originally published in English, we chose the titles appearing on six lists: 100 best novels selected by the Board of Modern Library (Random House 1998); American Library Association (ALA) Notable Books, 1990 Books, -2002 Booker Prize, 1969 . Taken together, these six lists present a good cross-section of popular and notable novels originally published in English. After eliminating short-story collections, translated novels, and duplicates, the comparison set of novels originally published in English contained 392 records. Classic English novels were defined as those appearing on the Modern Library Best Novels List. This list contained 99 novels in total, after elimination of 1 translated work. The remaining 293 books were defined as Contemporary English novels. The search for this set of records was done in January 2003.
Results
To help in answering RQ-1 and RQ-2, translated Russian novels were classified into four categories: Classical (prerevolutionary, or pre-1917, authors); Soviet (authors who wrote in the Soviet period from 1917 to 1991); Émigré (authors who left the Soviet Union at some point in their literary career); and Contemporary (post-Soviet authors). These categories were based on the work of Stephen Lovell (2000), Klaus Mehnert (1983) , and Valeria Stelmakh (1998 Stelmakh ( , 2001 ). Thirty-eight novels are by émigré authors (31.9%); 32 by classic authors (26.9%); 28 by Soviet authors (23.5 %); and 21 by contemporary authors (17.6%). All subject headings for the 119 novels were grouped into four categories based on Guidelines on Subject Access to Individual Works of Fiction, Drama, Etc., 2d ed., published by the American Library Association (2000). Each subject heading was identified as one of the following: form/genre, character, setting, or topical. (Subject headings assigned by NoveList that indicate whether a book is an award-winner were not counted.) A total of 544 subject headings was identified for the 119 translated Russian novels: 12 character subject headings (2.2%); 94 setting subject headings (17.3%); 168 form/genre subject headings (30.9%); and 270 topical subject headings (49.6%). The total number of subject headings assigned to each novel ranged from 1 to 19, with an average of 4.6 subject headings per record. Table 1 provides a breakdown of translated Russian novels according to the number of total subject headings these novels were assigned in NoveList. Because topical subject headings often contain information that is expected to reflect the content of an individual book and because almost half (49.6%) of subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels in NoveList were topical subject headings, we focused further attention on topical subject headings. Table 2 provides a breakdown of translated Russian novels according to the number of topical subject headings that these novels were assigned in NoveList.
As shown in table 1, 16% of translated Russian novels are assigned only 1 subject heading, while 53.8% have between 2 and 5 subject headings and 30.2% have more than 5 subject headings. Novels in the Contemporary category have more than 5 subject headings at a much greater rate (61.9%) than titles in the three other categories (Classical, 25%; Soviet, 25%; and Émigré, 21.1%). The overall situation changes significantly when topical subject headings alone are considered. As shown in table 2, 47.9% of translated Russian novels have none or only 1 topical subject heading. Fifty-one novels (42.9%) have between 2 and 5 topical subject headings, while only 11 novels (9.2%) have more than 5 topical subject headings. Moreover, novels categorized as Contemporary have 2 or more subject headings at a greater rate (66.7%) than do titles categorized as Classical (40.7%), Soviet (57.2%), or Émigré (50%).
While NoveList does not devote much attention and energy to assigning topical subject headings to translated Russian novels, it has a tendency to assign a greater number of subject headings, including topical subject headings, to contemporary novels. These trends are confirmed when the 119 translated Russian novels are categorized according to date of publication. As table 3 indicates, more novels (47.4%) published prior to 1970 have only 1 subject heading than do novels published after 1970. Only 21.4% of novels published between 1970 and 1984 and 5.6% of those published after 1985 have 1 subject heading. A large percentage (43.1%) of novels published between 1985 and 2002 has more than 5 subject headings. In comparison, only 10.5% and 10.7% of novels published prior to 1970 and between 1970 and 1984, respectively, have more than 5 subject headings. As shown in table 4, very few novels, from an overall perspective, have more than 5 topical subject headings, but, of these, almost all (10 out of 11) were published between 1985 and 2002. Similarly, of the 51 translated Russian novels that have between 2 and 5 topical subject headings, 35 (48.6%) were published between 1985 and 2002.
With regard to RQ-3 and RQ-4, the number of total subject headings and topical subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels by NoveList was compared with the number of total and topical subject headings assigned to novels originally written in English. As shown in table 5, the percentage of all translated Russian novels that has only 1 subject heading (16%) is more than five times the percentage of all English novels that have only 1 subject heading (2.6%). Similarly, while 49.7% of all English novels have 6 or more subject headings, only 30.2% of all translated Russian novels have 6 or more subject headings. To paint a starker picture, while 109 English novels (27.8%) have 8 or more subject headings, only 14 translated Russian novels (11.7%) have 8 or more subject headings. In general, the same types of trends are evident when the number of total subject headings for classic English novels is compared with the number of total subject headings for translated Russian novels published before 1970, and when the number of total subject headings for contemporary English novels is compared with the number of total subject headings for translated Russian novels published after 1970.
When considering topical subject headings, the discrepancy between translated Russian and English novels is also apparent. As shown in table 6, the percentage of translated Russian novels that have none or only 1 topical subject heading (47.1%) is more than three times the percentage of English novels that have none or only 1 topical subject heading (13.8%). Similarly, while 27.8% of English novels have 6 or more topical subject headings, only 9.2% of translated Russian novels have 6 or more topical subject headings. Finally, while 46 English novels (11.7%) have 8 or more topical subject headings, only 4 translated Russian novels (3.3%) have 8 or more topical subject headings. Again, the same types of general trends are evident when the number of topical subject headings for classic English novels is compared with the number of topical subject headings for translated Russian novels published before 1970, and when the number of topical subject headings for contemporary English novels is compared with the number of topical subject headings for translated Russian novels published after 1970.
With regard to RQ-5, the number of translated Russian novels that have no accompanying reviews in NoveList is substantially greater (58.8%) than the number of novels originally written in English having no accompanying reviews (20.4%). See table 7. That is, 312 of the novels originally written in English (79.6%) had at least 1 review, while only 49 of the translated Russian novels (41.2%) had at least 1 review. Indeed, while 49.7% of English language novels have 3 or more accompanying reviews, only 5.9% of translated Russian novels have 3 or more reviews. The same types of general trends are evident when the number of reviews for classic English novels is compared with the number of reviews for translated Russian novels published before 1970, and when the number of reviews for contemporary English novels is compared with the number of reviews for translated Russian novels published after 1970.
Why is this noteworthy? If there are, overall, fewer available book reviews for translated Russian novels than for novels originally written in English and fewer available book reviews per each translated Russian novel than per each novel originally written in English, then a patron browsing for new fiction titles in NoveList using the fulltext search function has a greater chance of finding those fictional titles, or those groups of fictional titles, that have more accompanying book reviews than books, or groups of books, that do not have accompanying book reviews.
Yet a wide range of reviews is available for translated Russian novels. In fact, the 119 novels generated 762 reviews from library, scholarly, and popular/consumer sources that were indexed in the ProQuest database. novels (76.5%) generated at least 1 review, with 31 novels (26.1%) having between 5 and 10 reviews, and 25 novels (21%) having more than 10 reviews. Sixty-seven of these novels (56.3%) were reviewed in at least
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Electronic Databases for Readers' Advisory Services 85 (32) 19 (59.4) 10 (31.3) 3 (9.4) Soviet (28) 12 (42.9) 15 (53.6) 1 (3.6) Émigré (38) 19 (50) one library journal. The fact that 91 translated Russian novels (76.5%) generated at least 1 review in an indexed journal publication is encouraging.
On the other hand, as mentioned above, only 49 translated Russian novels (41.2%) have at least 1 book review associated with their record in NoveList. Despite the ready availability of book reviews, NoveList often fails to incorporate them into its records of translated Russian novels, possibly because NoveList draws the vast majority of its reviews from only four journals: Booklist, Library Journal, Publishers Weekly, and School Library Journal (EBSCO Information Services, 2002d). Librarians and patrons using NoveList thus have a greater chance of intellectually accessing novels originally written in English than they do intellectually accessing translated Russian novels, not only because of wide discrepancies in the quantity of subject headings, but also because of 86 Dilevko and Dali LRTS 47(3) (100) 10 (10) 56 (56) 20 (20) 8 (8) 6 (6) (100) 43 (43) 46 (46) 7 (7) 1 (1) 3 (3) 
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No reviews (%) 1-4 reviews (%) 5-10 reviews (%) 10 reviews (%) All translated Russian fiction (119) 28 ( wide discrepancies in the number of book reviews that accompany these two types of novels. For the producers of NoveList, reliance on only four journals for reviews may be a wise financial decision insofar as use of reviews from additional sources may entail seemingly burdensome expenditures for reprint permissions. At the same time, however, such a decision also has the effect of substantially reducing intellectual access to translated fiction.
Discussion
On the whole, translated Russian novels are assigned fewer total and fewer topical subject headings than novels originally written in English. In light of the demographic and cultural trends identified above, this numerical discrepancy in subject headings-especially topical subject headingsshould be cause for some concern, since it points to the inability of the developers of NoveList to adequately provide intellectual access to an important and rapidly expanding component of multicultural literature: translated foreign novels. According to Natasha Wimmer, despite the fact that only about 6% of all books translated worldwide are translations from foreign languages into English, many editors at publishing houses in the United States believe that "there's been an upturn in the past seven or eight years" and that "the bestseller lists and publishing programs of the major houses" will become as international as the ones in Europe (Wimmer 2001, 71-72) . Moreover, many university presses and small independent presses have a substantial and ever-increasing commitment to translated fiction (Wimmer 2001, 73) . If the lack of subject headings assigned to translated Russian novels in NoveList is any indication, foreign literature translated into English is likely to remain intellectually isolated and excluded from the general realm of fiction works originally written in English. In other words, an individual searching for a new fiction book to read using the NoveList database likely will not be informed by the database that there are Russian novels that meet her or his reading interests. For example, five novels by Fyodor Dostoevsky (The Adolescent, The Friend of the Family, The Idiot, Netochka Nezvanova, and A Raw Youth), The Master and Margarita by Mikhail Bulgakov, and seven novels by Vladimir Nabokov (Ada, Bend Sinister, The Eye, Invitation to a Beheading, Laughter in the Dark, Mary, and Glory) are assigned only one form/genre subject heading each. The lack of topical subject headings means that NoveList fails to relate these Russian novels to other fictional works with the same topics, themes, and ideas. In order to intellectually integrate foreign language literature coming from a specific country into the entire collection of fiction indexed in NoveList and to maintain integrity and intellectual interconnections within the subcollection of foreign literature itself, improved subject access is required.
Beyond the circumstance of insufficient topical subject headings, there are four additional problem areas: complete lack of subject headings; redundant or inefficient subject headings; inconsistent subject headings; and wrong, misleading, or ambiguous subject headings. As mentioned above in the Method section, searching in the NoveList "Subjects" field ultimately generated 119 translated Russian novels that were used as the basis of this study. However, when a subsequent search was conducted in all available fields, an additional 29 translated Russian novels were retrieved. Of these 29 titles, 9 did not have any subject headings, 18 others did not have a heading subdivision for "Translations into English," and 2 titles had other inconsistencies. Five more records for translated Russian novels were found completely by accident. In all 5 of these cases, the word Russia* was not present anywhere in the record. No doubt there are many more "missing" records, but the examples discussed here highlight the problem of the lack of subject headings. In practical terms, this means that many authors and works of potential interest are hidden from users of NoveList. For instance, among the translated Russian authors who would not be identified through a search of only the "Subjects" field are Daniil Granin, Konstantin Fedin, and Aleksandr Goncharov.
With regard to redundant and inefficient subject headings, the Guidelines on Subject Access to Individual Works of Fiction, Drama, etc. recommends that indexers and catalogers "never assign both broader and narrower terms to the same work" (American Library Association 2000, 4). Both broader and narrower subject headings applied to the same work with no special justification for doing so are deemed redundant or inefficient. Moreover, two or three synonymous terms, which express the same topic or notion, do not add to the book description, and do not improve access to its content, also are considered inefficient, especially when they are assigned instead of other subject headings that could be more reflective of the intellectual content of a book and therefore more useful to potential patrons. For example, the two subject headings assigned Julia Voznesenskaya's The Women's Decameron, "Russian émigré fiction -20th century -Translations into English" and "Russian fiction -20th century -Translations into English," could be replaced by the single subject heading "Russian émigré literature in the twentieth century -Translations into English." Similarly, the three subject headings assigned Fyodor Dostoevsky's The House of the Dead, "Prisons -Siberia," "Prisoners -Siberia," and "Political prisoners -Siberia," could be replaced by the single subject heading "Political prisoners -Siberia."
Inconsistent subject headings, either among works by the same author or among works with related themes and plots, are also a significant problem in NoveList. The most obvious inconsistencies are observed in form/genre subject headings. For instance, works by such émigré authors as Yuz Aleshkovsky, Nina Berberova, Vladimir Nabokov, Aleksandr Insects, which has "Insects -Crimea," "MosquitoesCrimea," "Resorts -Crimea," and "Americans in Crimea" as four of its subject headings. Insofar as the novel is an allegory, these subject headings bear no resemblance to the philosophical and cultural themes and topics of the book. Relying on the subject headings assigned by NoveList, an unwary North American reader may conclude that Pelevin's book is suitable for tourists traveling to famous Crimean resorts-a book from which the reader can expect to learn a number of useful tips employed by native Russians in Crimea to protect themselves from obnoxious and harmful insects. Alternatively, the reader could anticipate finding a number of amusing stories involving insects that pester Americans on holiday in Crimea.
Similarly, Yuri Buida's The Zero Train is not, fundamentally, about trains, railroad stations, and mentally ill men tracked by secret service agents, as four out of its five topical subject headings suggest. Rather, the train is a metaphor for "a life without purpose" in a totalitarian state (Phelan and McDowell 2001, 17) or "a symbol of history, careening unstoppably according to the laws of Marxism" (Massie 2001, 15) , and the railway line itself is "the Party Line, to be obeyed, never questioned" (Massie 2001, 15) . In essence, the work is a parable about the Stalinist era in the Soviet Union, with its forced labor camps, pervasive fear (Massie 2001, 15) , hypocritical, "faceless" authorities, "oppressions," and "daily humiliations and deprivations" where "human existence depends on the maintenance of the repetitive and 88 Dilevko and Dali LRTS 47(3) aimless" and where "feeling and thought are displaced by worship of the mechanical and industrial" (Phelan and McDowell 2001, 17) . Or, as Massie (2001) suggested, it is a parable about one's suppressed personality, emptiness, and inability to enjoy freedom when it is finally granted.
Recommendations
Given the evident shortcomings in NoveList subject headings, is there a practical way to rectify the situation? Improved subject access to fiction has long been a desire of librarians and scholars (e.g., Copeland 1995; Sapp 1986 ). Clare Beghtol (1989 Beghtol ( , 1990 explained that one reason that subject access for fictional works has lagged behind subject access to scientific works is that "classification systems have not been generally adopted for content elements of primary works of fiction," and those that have been developed suffer because they adhere to the principle of "classification-by-creator" instead of "classification-by-subject" (Beghtol 1989, 134) . Beghtol (1994) and Judith Ranta (1991) have suggested that literary criticism can help indexers assign subject headings at both a denotative and connotative level, thus alleviating the type of subjectivity found by Jarmo Saarti (2002) in a study of the consistency of subject indexing of novels by librarians and members of the public. Christine DeZelar-Tiedman argued that "publisher-supplied copy from dust jackets and the backs of books usually provide[s] sufficient information to apply subject headings to individual works of fiction, drama, etc." (DeZelar-Tiedman 1996, 207-8). Guidelines on Subject Access to Individual Works of Fiction, Drama, etc. notes that both dust-jacket information and book reviews are "a good source of information for determining what a given work [of fiction] is about" on a factual and thematic level (American Library Association 2000, 47). Indeed, Susan Hayes has demonstrated that "[c]riticism, whether popular, i.e., book or play reviews, or literary, i.e., scholarly articles and monographs, [is] widely available, so the feasibility of using criticism in the subject analysis of fiction [is] not contra-indicated by any dearth of critical material" (Hayes 2001, 91) . She remarked, further, that popular criticism is especially useful insofar as the language of popular criticism can more readily be translated into the terminology of Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH).
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As seen in table 8, 76.5% of the 119 translated Russian novels under study here were reviewed at least once. Clearly, reviews are available and they could form the raw material for the creation of valuable subject headings, which could enhance intellectual access to translated Russian novels, or any fictional work, in NoveList. As a sample of the kind of information that can be derived from book reviews, we selected four translated Russian novels where the subject headings assigned by NoveList were either minimal or misleading. The selected novels were (with NoveList subject 90 Dilevko and Dali LRTS 47(3) Olderr's Fiction Subject Headings: A Supplement and Guide to the LC Thesaurus (1991) , and the Guidelines on Subject Access to Individual Works of Fiction, Drama, etc. (American Library Association 2000) , created form/genre, setting, and topical subject headings. The results are presented in tables 9-12. The appendix at the end of this article presents the sources for book reviews.
As these four tables indicate, a well-rounded picture of the intellectual parameters of each novel emerges from the 47(3) LRTS Electronic Databases for Readers' Advisory Services 91 assigned subject headings. From a theoretical perspective, then, it is possible to read a range of book reviews, extract key words and phrases from those reviews, and translate them into a rich portrait of the "aboutness" of a given fictional work (Hayes 2001, 93) . In addition, book reviews sometimes provide information about how a particular title is related to other writers and other fictional works, e.g., whether Book A is stylistically or thematically similar to Book B. For instance, in the case of book reviews for Pelevin's To be sure, this is not a task that can be accomplished in a few minutes. Problems associated with time constraints, a shortage of personnel, and commitment must be overcome. In addition, for fiction translated from languages originally written in non-Romanized scripts (e.g., Cyrillic), searching for reviews, on databases such as ProQuest, from which to draw information about translated novels is often complicated by variant forms of author names (transliterated versus Anglicized forms). Yet, as Gunnar Knutson reported about a study conducted at an academic library in Illinois, the circulation frequency of social science essay collections with additional subject headings was greater (although not statistically significantly so) than the circulation frequency of titles without such enhanced subject headings: "by three different measures of local circulation, the subject-enhanced records accounted for about half of all use even though they represented only a third of the books" (Knutson 1991, 77) . In addition, (Mary Dabney Wilson et al. 2000) , studying whether an increase in the number of subject headings assigned to fiction titles increases the circulation of those titles at an academic library in Texas, found intriguing (although not statistically significant) evidence that a small set of books with 7 assigned subject headings had, on average, 4.69 circulations per item in the period 1994 to 1998, while titles with fewer subject headings had between 2 and 3 circulations per item in the same period. Accordingly, there is some evidence that an increase in the number of subject headings plays a role in increasing the circulation statistics for both fiction and nonfiction titles. The extra time needed to create additional subject headings may therefore lead many more readers to discover books with additional subject headings; circulation of these titles may therefore rise.
Conclusion
As Sanford Berman has observed with regard to multicultural materials, an insufficient number of subject access points makes a work "invisible" to potential users, in effect creating "bibliocide by cataloging" (Berman 1992, 132-33) . Databases such as NoveList are key components of readers' advisory services, since librarians frequently use them to recommend new titles to patrons. Although NoveList is a powerful tool that contains much valuable information and robust searching capabilities, the deficiencies identified in this article suggest that NoveList has the effect of making translated novels less visible-from the perspective of intellectual access-than novels originally written in English because translated novels have fewer subject headings and fewer accompanying reviews than novels originally written in English. Less intellectual visibility, in many cases, is tantamount to Berman's notion of invisibility. The intellectual invisibility of translated novels in the NoveList database is particularly troubling when the United States and Canada are becoming increasingly diverse and multicultural. This invisibility isolates and excludes translated literature from the general realm of fiction works originally written in English such that an individual searching for a new book to read and using the NoveList database to do so would likely not become aware of translated fiction titles. Inadequate intellectual access to translated fiction in NoveList prevents a complete integration of translated fiction with English-language fiction. NoveList contributes to this isolation by having a very small number of subject headings for translated Russian novels (in comparison with the number of subject headings for novels originally written in English) and by including only a very small number of book reviews in each record despite the ready availability of additional book reviews for these titles in other sources. On the one hand, NoveList states that its subject headings are a significant means of accessing new fiction titles, and that many of its search strategies are based on subject headings. On the other hand, it fails to provide a sufficient quantity of meaningful subject headings for translated Russian novels. Additional research on other sets of translated fiction (e.g., Chinese into English, Swedish into English, Italian into English) also should be carried out using the same general methodological approach discussed in this article.
As discussed above, book reviews are an excellent and readily accessible source for developing subject headings. Although the process of creating additional subject headings in this way (or any other way) for translated fiction titles may be looked upon as time-consuming and labor-intensive by some, failure to undertake such a process can be construed as an ideological choice that, inadvertently or not, suggests that fiction originally not written in English is somehow less noteworthy than fiction that is originally written in English. The developers of electronic databases such as NoveList that purport to offer unparalleled access to fiction titles and that help librarians offer readers' advisory services should be aware that a lack of subject headings for certain classes of fiction (in this case, translated Russian novels) hinders intellectual access to such fiction. In effect, it ghettoizes such fiction by not providing links to other more mainstream titles. But, as Leonard Wertheimer observed, "the multilingual part of the library must be an oasis, not a ghetto" (Wertheimer 1991, 381-82) . What is true for the collection of books in a tangibly real public library location should also be true for the ephemeral realm of digital libraries and databases. For a database such as NoveList whose aim is to encourage exploration and discovery of new unread titles, a situation that perpetuates ghettoization of fiction is, to say the least, ironic.
Librarians rely on electronic tools such as NoveList when offering readers' advisory services. But this reliance can often turn into overreliance and also can lead librarians to dismiss some of the philosophical consequences of shortcomings in readers' advisory databases such as the ones identified in this article. Even though readers' advisory services have always prided themselves on giving the final choice of reading matter to individual patrons based on their expressed (and different) needs, it has long been recognized that, from a historical perspective, readers' advisory work was part of the flourishing adult education movement in the 1920s and 1930s (Lagemann 1989) , where individuals were given "systematic" reading plans so that they could improve themselves and their position in life through self-education (Flexner and Edge 1934, 3-6, 37, 51) . This self-education was to come through purposefully working one's way through a list of selected books carefully prepared by a librarian who hoped that, collectively, the books would expand the reader's intellectual and cultural horizons (Wiegand 1999, 4-6) . On a more theoretical plane, readers were not only to be improved through books, but they were to become conventional, orderly, and placed into "a new mode of regulation capable of ensuring labor discipline and forging a market for consumer products . . ." (Luyt 2001, 443) . As Michael Harris suggested, "if the common man could be induced to read the 'best' books, he would be more inclined to be conservative, patriotic, devout, and respectful of property" (Harris 1973 (Harris , 2511 ). The public library in the early twentieth century can therefore be seen, following Dee Garrison (1979) , as part of "an urban reform movement of moral uplift, initiated by elements of the middle and upper classes and intended to promote social stability through the weakening of class conflict" (Garrison 1979, 223 ).
The heritage of readers' advisory services is therefore fraught with complexities. Ideologically, one could argue that, at the same time as they recommend books, readers' advisory services unfairly exclude books from the consideration of patrons relying on such services because they do not create a level playing field (i.e., the same number of subject headings, the same number of accompanying book reviews) for all fiction titles. The reader does not have a fair and equal chance of selecting any given book. Some books are privileged because of a greater number of subject headings or accompanying reviews; others are not. In the end, whether such privileging (or de-privileging) is deliberate or not, or whether it occurs because of librarian bias or arrogance, inadequate subject headings, or gaps in electronic indexing, does not matter. The de-privileging, simply put, has occurred. The reader does not have the possibility of choosing a certain book or books because that choice has been withheld from him or her by a readers' advisory service, in this case NoveList. As the data presented here suggests, intellectual access to translated Russian novels is problematic in NoveList. Readers making use of NoveList are not given as much opportunity to be presented with translated fiction works as they are to be presented with fiction originally written in English. NoveList privileges intellectual access to some books (i.e., fiction originally written in English) while inhibiting intellectual access to others (i.e., translated fiction). Ideologically speaking, NoveList, in its own way, perpetuates the type of elitism discussed by Harris (1973) and Garrison (1979) .
In light of this, librarians should make a practice of reading fiction titles and reviews as widely and extensively as possible in order to fill the numerous intellectual gaps in electronic readers' advisory tools. For multicultural fiction titles, two invaluable sources of information are World Literature Today: The Journal and World Literature Today: The Magazine, both of which are edited and produced at the University of Oklahoma. For translated Russian fiction specifically, a tool such as the Reference Guide to Russian Literature (1998) can provide reviews for a large number of books by a variety of classical and contemporary authors. Reliance on electronic tools such as NoveList is a convenient and easy approach to readers' advisory service, but this reliance also can obscure important philosophical issues such as equity in intellectual access with regard to translated fiction. Such reliance also can help to create a climate of intellectual complacency among readers' advisory librarians who may feel that, given the obvious extent and power of NoveList, developing in-depth and first-hand expertise about a wide range of fiction outside their own immediate area of reading interest would be superfluous.
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